Introduction
Litigation within the U.S. common law system relies on codes and statutes which are constructed by legislatures and interpreted by the courts. There need not be any reason, besides political gain, for a legislator to author a statute. And opinions of the courts are based on interpretations of earlier interpretations of widely varied, some might argue irrelevant, precedent.
In essence, there is a significant arbitrary quality to the law. Conversely, one may observe that the only law in science is that nothing is ever truly proven. No evidence is protected by a 4 th amendment to the scientific method. It should not be surprising then, that the intersection of these fields can ignite tension in both. Nor that state of mutual distrust appears to exist, having begun nearly as soon as scientific expert testimony entered practice within the legal system. 1 Does such distrust, perhaps resulting from a divergence of professional values or from negative experience when working with experts, affect the attitudes of legal professionals towards science? Because of their prevalence in critical and influential roles, working as members of Congress, members of the bureaucracy, lobbyists, and organizational directors, 2 the purpose of this research project was to determine whether there is evidence that legal professionals hold more negative views of the scientific community than their peers in other professions. The results of this analysis suggest that they may, in fact, hold higher esteem for the scientific community than many of their peers, however, available data is not sufficient to make a statistically significant determination.
For background this paper will work first to conduct a literature review which examines the myriad difficulties surrounding the use of scientific expert testimony, which is where the basic argument for an expected difference in attitudes finds its basis. To provide context the review will outline a doctrinal argument which blames current and past judicial rule-making for the conflict. If confidence is impacted by the action of such judicial rule-making, one should expect to find any variance that is limited to persons regularly involved with scientific expert testimony. A review of a theory concerning a divergence of values and practices will follow. If such a divergence impacts confidence, one should expect to find a more general variance among all legal professionals. The theoretical basis of the research question will be explicated within these reviews. Second an outline of the research data for this project will include: the theoretical approach, methodology, variables and measures, and regression results. Third a discussion of the results including what the data suggests as a next step will be conducted. Finally, conclusions will be presented which include considerations provided for possible future research.
Background
Television, film, and print media present an image of the intersection of science and the law that is not generous to either field. Viewers and readers are shown expert witnesses dispensing "junk science" 3 to further the interests of powerful attorneys and their clients, be they plaintiff or defendant. 4 Is there some factual basis which accounts for this representation?
Consider the tobacco industry for a moment. Beginning in the 1950s there was a series of cases that attempted to hold cigarette manufactures liable for cancer which was afflicted upon smokers. 5 The litigation of those cases included many instances of scientific testimony. Those testimonies, in hindsight, included some of the most influential junk science that tobacco money could buy. Experts were employed by the tobacco industry to convince judges and juries that regardless of there is some factual basis for the unflattering representation media makes of the intersection of science and law.
Conservative author Peter Huber 9 is considered by some to be an expert regarding science and the law. 10 He has blamed junk science, proffered by profit-minded attorneys, for significant harm to American companies and the consumers who purchase from them. 11 Huber makes an example of the discontinuation of the drug Bendectin, which was used to treat nausea in pregnant women. While this drug was never declared unsafe by regulators, it was removed from shelves by Merrell Dow Pharmaceuticals following a series of lawsuits which attempted, in opposition to the medical consensus, to associate the drug with the occurrence of birth defects.
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The cost of continuing to litigate ultimately exceeded the value of the drug to the company. (1) whether the theory or technique in question can be and has been tested; (2) whether it has been subjected to peer review and publication; (3) its known or potential error rate; (4) the existence and maintenance of standards controlling its operation; and (5) whether it has attracted widespread acceptance within a relevant scientific community. 
Variables and Measures

Dependent Variable
Response to the question "how much confidence do you have in the people running the scientific community?" provided the best measure for a dependent variable which reflects confidence in the scientific community. For OLS regression analysis the variable (label: CONSCI) was treated as an ordinal measure with values of 1 (Hardly any) 2 (Only some) or 3 (A 51 The General Social Survey (GSS) is a project of the independent research organization NORC at the University of Chicago, with principal funding from the National Science Foundation.
great deal). For the binary logistic regression a binary variable (label: CONSCILog) was constructed for responses of "A great deal" with all other valid responses valued at 0.
Independent Variables
The primary independent variable for this study is whether or not a respondent is a legal professional. This variable (label: OCCStandard) was constructed as a binary from three variables (OCC, OCC80, and OCC10) used during different cycles of the GSS survey. Each variable was coded using nominal occupation identifiers based on U.S. Bureau of the Census occupation and industry codes. For the purpose of this research, the group of occupations which was coded 1 for legal professional included: Judges, Lawyers, Legal assistants, Miscellaneous legal support workers, Paralegals, Judicial law clerks, and Legislators. All other valid occupation responses were coded 0.
To provide the best possible measure of any variation which may exist between professions, it was critical to control for other factors which are shown to influence attitudes towards science. Using prior statistical work done by the Pew Research Center 52 the following possible confounding influences were identified: Political ideology, Age, Education, Sex, Race, and Religious attendance. Appropriate controls for all but Race were found within the GSS data and utilized in the following ways:
 Political ideology was measured using a GSS variable (POLVIEWS) which codes responses into a seven-point ordinal measure ranging from extremely liberal (1) to extremely conservative (7). Although the measure is not exact and the terms doubtless mean different things to each respondent, the variable provides sufficient discrimination to justify its ordinal treatment. For the purposes of this research we would not gain significant insight by converting to seven binary variables. Each increase in this variable
indicates an increase in self-identified conservativism.
 Age was measured using a GSS variable (AGE) which codes responses by discrete number of years since the respondent's birth. As such, this is an interval/scale variable with the exception that all persons aged 89 years or more are coded as 89. It would certainly be possible to code this variable for age groups, but any grouping would be arbitrary in some way and decrease the representational value of the variable. To avoid needless complication of the data it was determined that the existing scale would serve the purposes of this research.
 Education was measured using a GSS variable (DEGREE) which codes responses based on categorical levels of educational achievement beginning with less than high school (1) and ranging to completion of a graduate degree (5). As with political ideology, this variable is treated as an ordinal measure of education. The categories include established socially contextualized measures of education that can be easily distinguished and interpreted.
 Sex was measured using a GSS variable (SEX) which has been modified to create a binary differentiation between men (0) and women (1). As with the legal professional variable (OCCStandard), this is nominal and allows for no interval discrimination nor meaningful ordinal treatment.
 Religious attendance was measured using a GSS variable (ATTEND) which has been modified to reduce the number of categories to a more manageable level. Finally, it is worth noting the possibility of a flaw in the research design. When searching for a reasonable dependent variable to best address the question of attitudes toward science it became apparent that there were several variables which might serve that purpose for measurement. Unfortunately, only the CONSCI variable has been used consistently during the administration of the GSS. This variable, therefore, provided the highest n value available. It is possible however that an answer to the question "how much confidence do you have in the people running the scientific community?" does not demonstrate a representation of confidence in the scientific community overall, nor of an overall attitude towards science.
Conclusions
54 Ibid.
Although the data available from the GSS is vast and valuable, it does not offer sufficient specificity for the purposes of this research question. While we are able to glimpse a suggestion of a relationship, the value of that glimpse is lessened by the heterogeneity of the sample. This project has demonstrated the need for a more focused analysis, starting with the legal community, if such policy-relevant attitudes are to be examined.
While it was initially believed that this question was best framed to encompass all legal professionals, it will likely be more productive to start with legal professionals specializing in areas which deal regularly with expert testimony. A study which conducted a comprehensive survey of members of the legal community could provide the data necessary. Such survey data would provide for the possibility of precise discrimination. Research would be able to substantiate causal theories based on the nuance of any variances that may exist. In the instance that a similar variance was observed between all legal professionals as compared to other professions, it would provide evidence for the fundamental difference in values and practices proposed by Haack. Alternatively, a measurable variance within the legal profession between people involved with expert testimony and those who are not would substantiate the possibility that experience from practice dealing with scientific experts is a causal factor.
As for effective conclusions which can be drawn from this research, the following can be determined:
1. There is a suggestion that legal professionals may actually be more confident in the scientific community than their peers in other fields.
2. The high standard error and poor significance value make this suggestion tenuous at best.
3. It is possible that the suggestion results from an incomplete model, which is supported by the low R squared values.
4. Data is presently not sufficient to substantiate a causal factor determination, such as experience or fundamental differences between professions in law and science.
Any additional determination concerning a relationship between a person's status as a legal professional and their confidence in science will require a data source better suited to the research question.
